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Purpose and Objectives 
The National EPA-Tribal Science Council (TSC) has identified short- and long-term goals for changing 
EPA’s decision-making to better address Tribal Traditional Lifeways. This workshop is designed to 
begin dialogue on the long-term goal of integrating Tribal Traditional Lifeways into EPA decision-
making and the short-term goal of developing recommendations for incorporating Tribal Traditional 
Lifeways into EPA's current risk assessment process. 
1. Long-term objectives: 

•	 Discuss a new concept for assessing the health of Tribal communities that begins with 
preserving Tribal Traditional Lifeways, which is wholly different than EPA’s current 
approach. 

•	 Develop recommendations for implementing this new approach as an alternative to the 
current risk assessment process. 

2. Short-term objectives: 
•	 Examine the risk assessment process to identify where Tribal Traditional Lifeways can 

be incorporated into EPA’s existing approach. 
•	 Develop recommendations for incorporating Tribal Traditional Lifeways into EPA’s 

current risk assessment policies and practices. 

Output 
The workshop will result in a paper that provides long-term and short-term recommendations to EPA 
for incorporating Tribal Traditional Lifeways into EPA decisions. These recommendations may include 
additional scientific activities (e.g., further research, data collection, tool development/refinement) that 
will enhance the current EPA risk assessment paradigm. 

Format 
The workshop will consist of alternating intensive discussion by a recommendations development group 
consisting of invited tribal and EPA risk assessment practitioners and policy analysts and open dialogue 
among all workshop participants. The recommendations development group is tasked with developing 
the product from the meeting, but all participants will have the opportunity at various points in the 
workshop to have broader discussions on the topics that the recommendations development group is 
tasked with addressing. The workshop will be preceded by an optional training on EPA’s risk 
assessment process. 
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Optional Training 
Monday, January 24, 2005 1:00 – 5:00 pm 

Primer on EPA’s Risk Assessment Methodology 
Dennis Utterback, US EPA 

This optional training will provide an overview on the risk 
assessment paradigm. Emphasis will be placed on the scientific 
basis of the risk assessment process, including health and ecological 

Workshop Agenda 

Tuesday, January 25 

OPENING 
8:00 – 8:15 Invocation and Welcome by Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe 

The invocation will be given by Dan Mosley, Environmental Specialist, PLPT The 
welcome will be provided by Gerry Emm, Environmental Director, PLPT 

8:15 – 8:30 Opening of Workshop and Welcome by TSC Co-chairs 
Dave Nelson, Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, TSC Tribal Co-chair 
Rollie Hemmett, US EPA, TSC Agency Co-chair 

8:30 – 9:10 Introductions of Recommendations Development Workgroup 

9:10 – 9:30 Review of Workshop Goals, Agenda, and Format 
David Carrillo, National Center for Cultural Healing (Facilitator) 

9:30-9:45 EPA’s Science Policy Council (SPC) Overview 
Kerry Dearfield, US EPA, Office of the Science Advisor 

9:45-10:00 EPA’s Indian Program Policy Council (IPPC) Overview 
Carol Jorgensen, US EPA, American Indian Environmental Office 

10:00-10:15 Break 
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DISCUSSION OF LONG-TERM OBJECTIVES 
These facilitated, open discussions about a new approach for assessing the health of tribal 
communities are intended for all workshop participants and will be led by workshop co-chairs, 
John Persell (Minnesota Chippewa Tribe), and Pat Cirone (US EPA Region 10). 

10:15-10:30 Overview of Tribal Traditional Lifeways 

10:30 – 12:30 Tribal Traditional Lifeways Recommendations 
All participants will have the opportunity to discuss a new concept wholly

different than the current EPA risk assessment approach that begins with

preserving Tribal Traditional Lifeways. The group will also have the opportunity

to develop recommendations for incorporating Tribal Traditional Lifeways into

EPA decisions, focusing on tribal health and well being and risk prevention rather

than risk assessment. 

NOTE: This session may extend into the afternoon.


12:30 – 1:30 Lunch 

1:30 – 1:40 Opening Remarks by Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe 
Norman Harry, Tribal Chairman, PLPT 

1:40 – 1:50 Overview of the Agenda and Format for Risk Assessment Discussion 
David Carrillo, Facilitator 

DISCUSSION OF SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES 
These discussions about integrating Tribal Traditional Lifeways into EPA’s current risk 
assessment approach will be led by the workshop co-chairs and will alternate between dialogues 
among the recommendations development group and the larger group of workshop participants. 

1:50 – 2:10 Overview of EPA’s Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Process 
The phases of EPA’s Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment processes 

that will be discussed include: 
� Planning and Problem Formulation - Human and Ecological Conceptual 

Model(s) 
� Profiles of Exposure and Effects - Hazard Identification, Dose Response, 

and Exposure Analysis 
� Risk Characterization - Risk description and mathematical estimate(s), 

Summary of Uncertainties and Assumptions 

2:10 – 2:25 Break 
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2:25 – 5:00	 Planning and Problem Formulation 

Members of the recommendations development group will have in-depth 
discussion of the planning and problem formulation phase of the risk assessment 
process to identify where Tribal Traditional Lifeways present challenges for the 
current risk assessment approach and ideas for how these Lifeways can be better 
incorporated. Workshop participants will be able to provide their input to the 
discussions of the workgroup. The outcome of this session will be 
recommendations incorporating Tribal Traditional Lifeways into the planning and 
problem formulation phase of EPA’s risk assessment process. 

Wednesday, January 26 

8:00 – 10:00 Review of Long-Term Recommendations and Discussion of Proposed 
Amendments 

The group will review the long-term recommendations identified in the previous 
day’s discussions and have the opportunity to revise or elaborate on these recommendations 
before they are finalized by the recommendations development group. 

10:00 – 10:15 Break 

10:15 – 12:00 Planning and Problem Formulation (continued) 

11:45 – 1:00 Lunch 

1:00 – 3:00 Analytical Phase: Hazard Identification, Dose Response, Exposure and Effects 
Analysis 

Recommendations development group members will have in-depth discussions of 
this next phase of the risk assessment process. They will identify where Tribal 
Traditional Lifeways present challenges for the current risk assessment approach 
and share ideas for how these Lifeways can be better incorporated. Participants 
will be able to provide their input to the discussions of the recommendations 
development group. The outcome of this session will be recommendations for 
incorporating Tribal Traditional Lifeways into the analytical phase of EPA’s risk 
assessment process. 

3:00 – 3:15 Break 

3:15 – 5:15 Risk Characterization 
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-The recommendations development group will have in-depth discussion of this 
next phase of the risk assessment process to identify where Tribal Traditional 
Lifeways present challenges for the current risk assessment approach and develop 
ideas for how these Lifeways can be better incorporated. Participants will be 
able to provide their input to the discussions of the recommendations 
development group. The outcome of this session will be recommendations for 
incorporating Tribal Traditional Lifeways into the risk characterization phase of 
EPA’s risk assessment process. 

Thursday, January 27 

8:00 – 10:00 Review and Discuss Short-Term Recommendations and Discuss Proposed 
Amendments 

The full group will review the shot-term recommendations identified in the 
previous day’s discussions and have the opportunity to revise or elaborate on 
these recommendations before they are finalized by the recommendations 
development group members. 

10:00 – 10:15 Break 

WORKSHOP CLOSING AND NEXT STEPS 
10:15 – 12:00 Discuss Post-workshop Activities and Next Steps 

The TSC co-chairs will lead the group in a discussion of the next steps regarding 
refinement and further development of the recommendations from the meeting, 
including consultation and review by other Tribes and Tribal organization, the 
Tribal Operations Committee and Tribal Caucus, and EPA science and policy 
groups like the Indian Program Policy Council, Science Policy Council, and 
Regional and Program Offices. 

12:00 – 12:30 Workshop Closing 
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Workgroup Members 
Name Affiliation E-mail Mailing Address Phone Number 

Mike Callahan 
US EPA 
Region 6 

callahan.michael@epa.go 
v 

1445 Ross Ave,MC: 
6RAD, Dallas, TX 75202 214-665-2787 

Patricia Cirone 
US EPA 
Reigon 10 cirone.patricia@epa.gov 

1200 Sixth Ave, Seattle, 
WA 98115 206-553-1597 

Fred Corey 

Forum on 
State & Tribal 
Toxics Action fcorey@micmac-nsn.gov 

8 Northern Rd, Presque 
Isle, ME 04769 207-764-7765 

Dana Davoli 
US EPA 
Region 10 davoli.dana@epa.gov 

1200 Sixth Ave, MC: 
OEA095, Seattle, WA 
98101 206-553-2135 

Jamie Donatuto 
Swinomish 
Tribe 

jdonatuto@swinomish.ns 
n.us 

PO Box 817, 
ID 98257 360-466-1532 

Susan Hanson 

Shoshone 
Bannock 
Tribes susanh@ida.net 

11460 Philbin Rd, 
Chubbuck, ID 83202 208-241-1697 

La Conner, 

Barbara Harper 

Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Umatilla 
Indian 
Reservation bharper@amerion.com 

44803 E Alderbrook Ct., 
West Richland, WA 
99353 509-943-6397 

Mehrdad 
Khatibi 

Institute for 
Tribal 
Environmenta 
l 
Professionals 

Mehrdad.Khatibi@nau.ed 
u 

PO Box 15004, Bldg. 64 
RM. 32, Flagstaff, AZ 
86011 928-523-0946 

Pauline Kohler 

Alaska 
Community 
Action on 
Toxics 

PO Box 27, Aleknagik, AK 
99555 907-842-2853 

Daniel Kusnierz 
Penobscot 
Indian Nation 

pinwater@penobscotnati 
on.org 

12 Wabanaki Way, Old 
Towne, ME 04468 207-817-7361 

Lori McKinnon 

Tribal 
Pesticide 
Program 
Council lori@yurok.com 

PO Box 1027, Klamath, CA 
95548 707-482-1350 

John Persell 

Minnesota 
Chippewa 
Tribe mctwq@paulbunyan.net 

PO Box 217, Cass Lake, 
MN 56633 218-335-6303 
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Elizabeth Resek 
US EPA 
OPPTS resek.elizabeth@epa.gov 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave 
NW, MC: 7201M, 
Washington, DC 20460 202-564-8459 

Rita Schoeny US EPA OW schoeny.rita@epa.gov 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave 
NW, MC: 4301T, 
Washington, DC 20460 202-566-1127 

Gerald Wagner TASWER 
gwagner@blackfeetnation 
.com 

PO Box 2029, Browning, 
MO 59417 406-338-7421 

Jason White 

Cherokee 
Nation 
Environmenta 
l Program jwhite@cherokee.org 

PO Box 948, OES, 
Tahlequah, OK 74466 918-458-5498 

Violet Yeaton 

Port Graham 
Environmenta 
l Department vyeaton@yahoo.com 

PO Box 5510, Port Graham, 
AL 99603 907-284-2227 

Workshop Participants 
Name Affiliation E-mail Mailing Address Phone Number 

Roy Andrew 

Kokhanok 
Village 
Council royaepa@aol.com 

Box 1007, Kokhanok, AK 
99606 907-282-2325 

Hazel Apok 
Maniilaq 
Association hapok@maniilaq.org 

PO Box 256, 
Ave Unit 20, 
AK 99752 907-442-7673 

John Aquino TASWER jaquino@taswer.org 

1001 Connecticut Ave 
NW #400, Washington, 
DC 202-331-8084 

Alexis Baca-
Northern 
Arizona Alexis.Baca-

College of Education DTL 
Box 5774, Flagstaff, AZ 
86011 928-523-8724

722 Second 
Kotzebue, 

Spry University Spry@nau.edu 

Pinaki Banerjee TASWER banerjee@prodigy.net 
880 Harmon, Huffman, IL 
60194 847-609-0996 

Paul Barton 
Seneca 
Cayuga Tribe wahtrot@hotmail.com 

PO Box 1283, Miami, OK 
74355 918-542-6609 

Thomas Baugh 
US EPA 
Region 4 baugh.thomasl@epa.gov 

61 Forsyth St SW - 14th 
Floor, Atlanta, GA 30303 404-562-8275 

Shannon 
Berumen 

Yerington 
Paiute Tribe shannonb@tele-net.net 

603 W Bridge St, 
Yearington, NV 89447 775-463-7866 

Richard Black 

Fallon Paiute 
Shoshone 
Tribe richard@enviro-fpst.org 

1011 Rio Vista Dr, Fallon, 
NV 89406 775-423-590 
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-Cassandra 
Bloedel 

Navajo 
Nation EPA navajotrash@yahoo.com 

PO Box 339, Window 
Rock, AZ 86515 928-871-7816 

Gabriel Bohnee 
Nez Perce 
Tribe gabeb@nezperce.org 

PO Box 192, Lapawi, ID 
83540 208-843-7375 

Sherri 
Breidenbach CRST EPD dnelson@crstepd.org 

PO Box 590, Eagle Butte, 
SD 57625 605-964-6559 

Russell Brigham 
Reno Sparks 
Indian Colony rbrigham@rsic.org 

1937 Prosperity St, Reno, 
NV 89502 775-785-1363 

Aaron Brummett 

Eastern 
Shawnee 
Tribe of 
Oklahoma 

abrummett_estoepa@hot 
mail.com 

127 W Oneida, Seneca 
Nation, MI 64865 918-666-2435 

Bonnie Jean 
Callihoe 

Summit Lake 
Paiute Tribe summit@desertlinc.com 

653 Anderson St, 
Winnemucca, NV 89445 775-623-5151 

Darrel Cruz 

Washoe Tribe 
of Nevada 
and California 

darrel.cruz@washoetribe. 
us 

919 Hwy 395 S, 
Gardnerville, NV 89410 775-265-8692 

Kerry Dearfield US EPA dearfield.kerry@epa.gov 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave 
NW, MC: 8105R, 
Washington, DC 20460 202-564-6486 

Seth Dibblee 
US EPA 
Region 5 dibblee.seth@epa.gov 

77 W Jackson Blvd 
Chicago, IL 60604 312-886-5992 

Michele 
US EPA 

dineyazhe.michele@epa.g 
ov 

75 Hawthorne St 
San Francisco, CA 94105 415-972-3786

DT8J, 

SFD82, 
Dineyazhe 

Arunas 
Draugelis 

US EPA 
Region 5 

draugelis.arunas@epa.go 
v 

77 W Jackson Blvd SR6J, 
Chicago, IL 60604 312-353-1420 

Paula Dressler 
Reno Sparks 
Indian Colony pdressler@rsic.org 

95 Colony Rd, Reno, NV 
89502 775-329-2936 

Garreth Edwin 

Nenana 
Native 
Council 

garrethedwin@hotmail.co 
m 

PO Box 356, Nenana, AK 
99760 907-832-5461 

Fannie Ely 
Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe fely@plpt.nsn.us 

PO Box 256, Nixon, NV 
89424 775-574-1010 

Gerry Emm 
Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe gemm@plpt.nsn.us 

PO Box 256, Nixon, NV 
89424 775-574-1010 

Johanna Emm 
Yerington 
Paiute Tribe 

johannaemm50@hotmail.c 
om 

603 W Bridge St, 
Yearington, NV 89447 775-463-7866 
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Eugene Esplain 
Navajo 
Nation EPA eesplain54@hotmail.com 

PO Box 2946, 43 Crest Rd, 
St Michaels, Window 
Rock, AZ 86515 928-871-6859 

Nigel Fields US EPA fields.nigel@epa.gov 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave 
NW, 
Washington, DC 20036 202-343-9767 

Karen Frazier 

National 
Pollution 
Prevention 
Roundtable karen@p2.org 

11 Dupont Circle NW, 
Suite 201, Washington, 
DC 20036 202-299-9701 

David Gallegos 
Summit Lake 
Paiute Tribe summit@desertlinc.com 

653 Anderson St, 
Winnemucca, NV 89445 775-623-5151 

Robert 
Greenbaum 

Washoe Tribe 
of Nevada 
and California robert@washoetribe.us 

919 Hwy 395 S, 
Gardnerville, NV 89410 775-265-4191 

Alabama 
Quassarte 
Tribal Town 

mbharjo_seminole@yaho 
o.com 

PO Box 187, Wetumka, OK 
74883 405-452-3881

MC: 8723R, 

Marsey Harjo 

Charlotte Harry 
Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe 

PO Box 256, Nixon, NV 
89424 775-574-1010 

Norman Harry 
Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe nharry@plpt.nsn.us 

PO Box 256, Nixon, NV 
89424 775-574-1010 

Ginny Hatch 
Yerington 
Paiute Tribe ginmarie09@yahoo.com 

603 W Bridge St, 
Yerington, NV 89447 775-463-7866 

Cisney 
Havatone 

Hualapai 
Tribe of the 
Grand 
Canyon chavatone@hotmail.com 

947 Rodeo Way, PO Box 
300, Peach Springs, AZ 
86434 928-769-2254 

Roland Hemmett 
US EPA 
Region 2 hemmett.roland@epa.gov 

2890 Woodbridge Ave, 
Edison, NJ 08837 732-321-6754 

US EPA One Congress St #1100 
CSP, Boston, MA 02114 617-918-1071Robert Hillger Region 1 Hillger.Robert@epa.gov 

Ryan Holifield 

University of 
Minnesota 
Twin Cities holi0023@umn.edu 

4128 Longfellow Avenue 
S., Minneapolis, MN 
55407 612-729-8163 

Tracey Hu United thu@auburnrancheria.co 575 Menlo Dr, Rocklin, 916-663-3720 
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Indian 
Community m CA 95765 

Jeffrey Inglis US EPA inglis.jeff@epa.gov 
75 Hawthorne St 
San Franciso, CA 94105 415-972-3095 

Nancy John 

Cherokee 
Nation 
Environmenta 
l Program njohn@cherokee.org 

PO Box 948, Tahlequah, 
OK 74465 918-458-5498 

Sandra Johnson 
US EPA 1200 Sixth Ave, MC: 

RA140, Seattle, WA 98101 206-553-6358

SFD91, 

Region 10 johnson.sandrai@epa.gov 

Carol Jorgensen 
US EPA -
AIEO jorgensen.carol@epa.gov 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave, 
MC: 4104M, Washington, 
DC 20460 202-564-5887 

Ian Kanair 
Snoqualmie 
Tribe 

ian@snoqualmienation.co 
m 

PO Box 280, Carnation, 
WA 98014 425-333-6551 

Vickie Kujawa 

Flandreau 
Santee Sioux 
Tribe fsstwsp@mchsi.com 

Box 283, Flandreau, SD 
57028 606-997-5123 

David LaRoche US EPA OAR laroche.david@epa.gov 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave 
NW, MC: 6102A, 
Washington, DC 20460 202-564-3926 

Shawna Larson ACAT shawna@akaction.net 

505 W Northern Lights 
Ste 205, Anchorage, AK 
99645 907-222-7714 

Jonathan Leong US EPA leong.jonathan@epa.gov 
75 Hawthorne St 
San Francisco, CA 94105 415-972-3372 

Linda Logan 

Haudernosau 
nee 
Environmenta 
l Task Force doof@buffnet.net 

271 Council House Rd, 
Basom, NY 14012 716-542-2243 

Bad River 
Band of 
Superior PO Box 39, Odanah, WI 

54861 715-682-7123

WST8, 

Lake 

Rae Ann Maday Chippewa madayrae@badriver.com 

Richard 
Marciano UC San Diego marciano@sdsc.edu 

9500 Gilman Dr, 
Supercomputer Center MC 
0505, La Jolla, CA 92093 858-534-8345 
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Shelley 
McGinnis 

Analytical 
Environmenta 
l Services 

smcginnis@analyticalcorp 
.com 

2021 N St Ste 200, 
Sacramento, CA 95814 916-447-3479 

Michael 
Montgomery US EPA 

montgomery.michael@epa 
.gov 

75 Hawthorne St, San 
Francisco, CA 94195 415-972-3438 

Daniel Mosley 
Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe dmosley@plpt.nsn.us 

PO Box 257, Nixon, NV 
89424 775-574-1010 

Ella Mulford US EPA AIEO mulford.eloise@epa.gov 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave 
NW, MC: 4104M, 
Washington, DC 200046 202-564-285 

David Nelson CRST DENR dnelson@crstepd.org 
PO Box 590, Eagle Butte, 
SD 57625 605-964-6559 

Dawn Nelson 

Integral 
Consulting 
Inc. 

dnelson@integral­ 7900 SE 28th St Ste 300, 
Mercer Island, WA 98040 206-230-9600corp.com 

Donna Noel 
Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe dnoel@plpt.nsn.us 

PO Box 256, Nixon, NV 
89424 775-574-1010 

Bruce Ortega 

Tohono 
O'odham 
Nation bortega@tonation.org 

PO Box 837, Sells, AZ 
85634 520-383-8113 

Gary Palcisko 

Office of 
Environmenta 
l Health 
Assessments 

Gary.Palcisko@DOH.WA. 
GOV 

PO Box 47846, 7171 
Cleanwater Lane, Bldg 3, 
Olympia, WA 98504 360-236-3377 

Robin Powell 
Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe rpowell@plpt.nsn.us 

PO Box 256, Nixon, NV 
89424 775-574-1010 

Gary Pulsipher 
Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe gpulsipher@plpt.nsn.us 

PO Box 256, Nixon, NV 
89424 775-574-1010 

Ren Reynolds 
Enterprise 
Rancheria eranch@cncnet.com 

1940 Feather River Blvd, 
Oroville, CA 95965 530-532-9214 

Syed Rizvi TASWER srizvi@taswer.org 

1001 Connecticut Ave 
NW #400, Washington, 
DC 20036 202-331-8084 

US EPA 75 Hawthorne St 
San Francisco, CA 94105 415-972-3057

SFD84, 
Sophia Serda Region 9 serda.sophia@epa.gov 

Attamuk Shiedt, 
Sr 

Maniilaq 
Association eshiedt@maniilaq.org 

PO Box 256, 722 Second 
Ave Unit 20, Kotzebue, 
AK 99752 907-442-7690 
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Robert Shimek 

Indigenous 
Environmenta 
l Network rshimek@ienearth.org 

PO Box 485, Bemidji, MN 
56619 218-751-4967 

Dallas Smales 

South Fork 
Band 
Environmenta 
l Program sfbepa@frontiernet.net 

21 Lee B 13, Spring Creek, 
NV 89815 775-744-2387 

Anthony Smith 
Nez Perce 
Tribe asmith@nezperce.org 

PO Box 365, Lapwai, ID 
83540 208-843-7375 

Tansey Smith 

InterTribal 
Council of 
Nevada tsmith@ndep.nv.gov 

333 W Nye Lane Rm. 138, 
Carson City, NV 775-687-9483 

John Stanfill 
Nez Perce 
Tribe johns@nezperce.org 

PO Box 423, Lapawai, ID 
83540 208-843-7375 

US EPA 
ASPH 

Tuteja.Ritu@epamail.epa. 3211 F St NW, MC: 3319F, 
202-343-9638

89706 

Ritu Tuteja gov Washington, DC 20009 

Claudia Walters US EPA ORD walters.claudia@epa.gov 

1300 Pennsylvania Ave 
NW,MC: 8104R, 
Washington, DC 20460 202-564-6762 

Peter Waugh 

Peter D. 
Waugh, PE, 
Professional 
LLC 

peterdwaugh@hotmail.co 
m 

2929 6th Street 
Boulder, CO 80304 303-618-2577 

Carol Weinstein US EPA weinstein.carol@epa.gov 
75 Hawthorne St 
San Francisco, CA 94105 415-972-3083 

H. Elizabeth 
Wendt 

US EPA 901 North 5th St, Kansas 
913-551-7186

SFD91, 

Region 7 wendt.elizabeth@epa.gov City, KS 66101


Bernadette 
Whitetree 

Alabama 
Quassarte 
Tribal Town 

berniewhitetree@yahoo.c 
om 

PO Box 187, Wetumka, OK 
74883 405-452-3881 

Amina Wilkins 

US EPA – 
ORD National 
Center for 
Environmenta 
l Assessment wilkins.amina@epa.gov 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave 
NW, MC: 8623N, 
Washington, DC 20460 202-564-3256 

Tad Williams 
Walker River 
Paiute Tribe tadwms@gbis.com 

PO Box 220, Schurz, NV 
89427 775-773-2306 

Patrick Wilson 
US EPA 
Region 9 wilson.patrick@epa.gov 

75 Hawthorne St, San 
Francisco, CA 94105 415-972-3354 
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Wenona Wilson 
US EPA 
Region 9 

-

wilson.wenona@epa.gov 
75 Hawthorne St WST7, 
San Francisco, CA 94105 415-972-3239 

Kyle Wright 

Tanana 
Chiefs 
Conference 

kyle.wright@tananachiefs 
.org 

1867 Airport Way Ste 215, 
Fairbanks, AK 99701 907-452-8251 

Mervin Wright, 
Jr. 

Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe 
Dept. of 
Water 
Resources mwright@plpt.nsn.us 

PO Box 256, Nixon, NV 
89424 775-574-1050 x 19 

Support Staff 

Name Affiliation E-mail Mailing Address Phone Number 

David Carrillo 

National 
Center for 
Cultural 
Healing 

carrillod@culturalhealing. 
com 

2331 Archdale Rd, Reston, 
VA 20191 703-626-1619 

Dehan 
Dominguez 

Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe ddominguez@plpt.nsn.us 

PO Box 256, Nixon, NV 
89424 775-574-1010 

Greg Frey 
SRA, 
International Greg_Frey@sra.com 

2425 Wilson Blvd Ste 400, 
Arlingotn, VA 22201 703-247-4 

Lela Leyva 
Pyramid Lake 
Paiute Tribe lleyva@plpt.nsn.us 

PO Box 256, Nixon, NV 
89424 775-574-1000 

Karen Santora 
SRA, 
International Karen_Santora@sra.com 

2425 Wilson Blvd Ste 400, 
Arlington, VA 22201 703-247-4065 

Pat Tallarico 
SRA, 
International Pat_Tallarico@sra.com 

2425 Wilson Blvd Ste 400, 
Arlington, VA 22201 703-247-4079 

Danielle Tillman US EPA tillman.danielle@epa.gov 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave 
NW, MC: 8104R, 
Washington, DC 20460 202-564-9839 

Dennis 
Utterback US EPA ORD 

utterback.dennis@epa.go 
v 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave 
NW, Washington, DC 
20460 202-564-6638 
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Tribal Representatives 
• Fred Corey - Forum on State and Tribal Toxics Action (FOSTTA) 
• Jamie Donatuto - Swinomish Tribe 
• Susan Hanson - Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
• Barbara Harper - Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation 
• Mehrdad Khatibi - Institute for Tribal Environmental Professionals (ITEP) 
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Appendix 4 

Draft List of Issues & Ideas Summarized from the 
January 26th Workshop Discussion 
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The issues and ideas captured below were based upon discussion held on the second day of a three 
day workshop and do not reflect additional suggested ideas and issues identified during Day 1 or Day 3 
of the workshop. 

Tribal Land Uses 
Issues: 

•	 Tribal uses for property are not adequately considered in the Risk Assessment and Cleanup 
process. 

•	 Fish advisories prevent cultural uses of resources and impact the identity of the tribe. 
Substitutes or alternatives for those resources can have adverse effects on tribal communities. 

• Risks from not conducting tribal activities are difficult to quantify. 

Ideas: 
• Establish standards/criteria that are protective of cultural uses. 
• Review the water quality criteria developed by others to see if they are protective of tribal uses. 

•	 Cleanup standards should be developed that promote community health and use of cultural 
resources. Suppression of traditional activities just enforces the status quo. 

•	 New models need to include quantification of not conducting tribal activities. Other fields 
quantify these kinds of activities (e.g., public health field). 

Exposure Scenarios 
Issues: 

• Current exposure scenarios do not consider unique exposures that tribes face. 
•	 Vulnerable populations are not necessarily incorporated into regular risk assessments. 

Exposures do not have the same impact on members of vulnerable populations. 
•	 Risks are looked at for individual chemicals, not cumulatively, so it is difficult to tie illnesses to 

particular contamination. 

Ideas: 
• Work with states to develop exposure models for establishing water quality standards. 
•	 Develop eco-region-based scenarios that reflect unique resource usage. These scenarios could 

be based on historical, traditional lifeways and resource use as opposed to contemporary 
resource use (e.g., Treaty-based baseline). 

•	 EPA should look at other types of populations when running models (not necessarily 500+ 
separate tribal cases). 
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-• Tribes should conduct their own risk assessments, using exposure scenarios that reflect the 
tribe’s own activities. Their results can be used to determine how they would like to see a site 
cleaned up. 

• Provide input and data into the revision of the Exposure Factors Handbook and provide 
tribal-specific exposure scenarios for the Exposure Scenario Document. 

•	 Tribal exposure scenarios should describe Tribal Traditional Lifeways and activity levels (e.g., 
Umatilla, Spokane). 

Collaboration/Communication 
Issues: 

• Tribes do not get a chance to say what they want to get out of a risk assessment. 
•	 Tribes are not consulted early in the process to discuss problem formulation, data collection, 

data use, etc. 

Ideas: 
• Get tribal and EPA risk assessment experts to dialog. 
•	 Tribes and agencies should establish an agreement about who owns and who can access data 

collected through risk assessments. 
•	 Talk to tribes about risk ethics before initiating a risk assessment (e.g., the pros and cons of risk 

assessment). 
•	 Tribes should be involved as early as possible (e.g., problem formulation, study design, data 

collection, etc.). 

Models/Tools (e.g., software packages) 
Issues: 

• Tribes are invisible in current pesticides models. 
•	 Pesticide registration models do not look at effects on some plants that may be important to 

tribes. 

Ideas: 
• Models are just tools (e.g., TASWER model, LifeLine). 
•	 The tribal LifeLine project incorporates people and their lifestyles into its model. LifeLine is 

being developed so that tribes can use it themselves. 
• The TASWER model is a training tool that includes different exposure pathways. 
•	 When a new chemical or pesticide is proposed for registration, use GIS data as a screening 

tool to see if tribes might be impacted. 
• Models should reflect that tribes will increase use of resources as ecosystems are restored. 
• Develop more tools for tribes on how to collect data. 
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Sources of Contamination -
Issues: 

• It is difficult to distinguish impacts from historical contamination versus ongoing or new 
discharges. 

•	 Migratory species, used by tribal people, may have different levels and types of contamination 
that they acquire from other countries. 

•	 Non-targeted plant species look the same as plants that have been sprayed with pesticides, so 
you do not know when they may be contaminated. Low doses of pesticides received from 
these plants may manifest themselves as other symptoms (e.g., flu, poison oak) not associated 
with the chemical source. 

•	 When objects are repatriated, they may be contaminated as a result of their storage. Tribal 
communities may not be able to use those objects for their intended uses without exposures. 

Ideas: 
• UNEP is setting up awareness raising workshops about pollution in developing countries. 

Risk Management 
Issues: 

•	 Tribes have a misconception that they will be able to use risk assessment data to determine the 
source of health problems. 

• Need to demonstrate that your risk management approach is worth the cost. 
• Decision makers want to know answers to the following questions: 

o What is dangerous? 
o Who will be harmed? 
o What do we do first? 

Ideas: 
• Pre-screen sites to determine cleanup priorities. 
• Involve elected officials to raise the profile of contaminated sites to encourage faster cleanup. 
•	 Tribes should better understand the arguments that industry uses to influence EPA to help 

inform their actions. 
• Can EPA lower acceptable contaminant levels for specific populations? 
• Tribes should be involved in the risk management process. 
•	 Identifying cultural impacts in the risk assessment provides a fuller understanding of the risks 

posed to tribes. This increased understanding of risk provides more impetus to EPA to 
exercise their Trust responsibility to protect tribes. 
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Data -
Issues: 

• The volume of data generated from risk assessments is often difficult to manage and understand, 
depending on tribes’ level of experience with the risk assessment process (e.g., tribes are told 
that fish are clean, even though data show that contaminants are present). 

• “Scientists” need a lot of data to assess exposures. If they do not get adequate data, they may 
not be able to tell you anything conclusively. 

Ideas: 
•	 Place monitors (e.g., air, water, etc.) strategically to collect data and identify impacts that might 

otherwise be overlooked by EPA (e.g., near schools). 
• Be brutally honest with your data in identifying its benefits and limitations. 
• Know what question you are asking to ensure that you are collecting the right data. 
•	 Do not use written surveys to gather data from tribal communities. Instead, gather data through 

conversations. 
• Get approval/buy-in/input at various levels of the tribe before collecting data. 
• Let people review results of the data before it is released. 
•	 Ethnographic data is valid data to incorporate into a risk assessment. Tribal traditional 

knowledge is just as valid as “western scientific” data. 

Valuation/Quantification 
Issues: 

• Tribes may value a particular species differently (e.g., seagulls). 
• Tribes do not put an economic value on many resources (e.g., plants, animals). 
•	 Resources that do not get quantified may not “count” in the eyes of decision makers; however, 

some decision makers feel that qualitative data holds as much weight as quantitative. 

Ideas: 
• Put all things that are of harm in front of decision makers for their consideration. 
• Some tribes are investigating how to put values on some cultural activities. 
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Appendix 5 

Questions and Comments from the January 24, 2005 
Introduction to Risk Assessment Training Course 
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During the optional training session on risk assessment offered on January 24, 2005, participants 
identified a number of questions and concerns regarding EPA’s current risk assessment process as it 
relates to tribes and Tribal Traditional Lifeways. The questions and the responses provided are 
summarized below. Please note that, in some cases, additional clarifying text was provided to the 
responses by the training instructors following the workshop. 

General: 

Q: What about wildlife (e.g., minx, otter) that eat fish and that are covered by advisories? The 
Agency said that they have no authority over them. What is the trigger to get EPA concerned 
about these other species? Do they have to be dying? Does EPA have some numbers for a 
threshold? These species are important to us because they relate to our conception of 
ecosystems and how we view them and ourselves. 

A: The Clean Water Act does provide some statutory authority for protecting wildlife. However, 
under the Clean Water Act, EPA currently does not have much in the way of criteria 
recommendations specifically for wildlife. 

Q: EPA does human health versus ecological risk assessments, but tribes view those together. If 
you are looking at risk assessment (RA), how do you prioritize between human health 
and ecosystem impacts? 

A: We consider the results of human health and ecological risk assessments on a case-by-case 
basis. EPA's risk assessment frameworks are set up so that the human health and 
ecological risk assessmetns are generally done separately, and then during the risk management 
piece, both types of assessments may be considered together. 

Q: What do you mean by “political considerations” and “social factors?” How does EPA prioritize 
actions to protect human health (e.g., spraying for mosquitos) that have negative 
ecological impacts (e.g., eliminating food for other animals)? 

A: An example is the case with the West Nile Virus. This might generate lots of political pressure 
for the Agency to do something. The process is not all political, but can be influenced 
by public and political interest. 

Q: Is the RA decision only science based? EPA should make it clear that the process is based on 
science and politics. 

A: The risk assessment should be based on science. Other considerations come into play during 
the risk assessment phase. Transparency is key. The Agency should make it clear how the 
decision was made. 

Q: What is the difference between RA and risk characterization? 

A: RA is the whole process and includes hazard assessment, exposure assessment, dose-response
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-assessment, and risk characterization. Risk characterization pulls together information from the 
previous three steps into an overall description of the risk that includes uncertainty. 

Q: How long does a normal RA take? 

A: The time varies, depending on data availability and the nature of the decision. 


Exposure Terminology: 

Q: Does the Agency address in-utero exposure? 

A: We will get into that later, in more detail. These are really the basic concepts right now. 


Q: Does dose response apply only to acute exposure (vs. chronic exposure)? 

A: No, it can apply to any scenario. 


Threshold Effects: 

Q: 	 Is the no observed adverse effect level (NOAEL) a “safe” level? What about cultural 
differences, sensitive populations, diet, and use differences? 

A: 	 No, the NOAEL is a starting point for determining a level considered protective of human 
health. The level used for protecting human health, the Reference dose (RfD), is lower than the 
NOAEL and takes into account various uncerainty factors. 

Q: What about different metabolisms in different people? 

A: I do not know whether there have been studies on that or not. 


Q: 	 Sometimes it is frustrating to look at this issue because we know we are exposed to 
multiple chemicals and that EPA only looks at individual chemicals when determining 
safe levels. We do not just eat one chemical though, we eat the whole fish. What looks 
okay in the lab may not be realistic. 

A: 	 You're right that the public is exposed to multiple chemicals, but the Agency has historically only 
examined the risk of one checmical at a time because science simply had not advanced 
siginifcatly to permit us to combine risks from chemicals. This is changing. EPA has developed a 
policy for looking at mixtures of chemicals, and we are starting to do cumulative risk 
assessmetns for chemicals that have a common mode of action in the body; two examples are 
dioxins and organophosphate pesticides. 
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-Q: Will you address risk alternatives (e.g., precautionary principle or a health-driven process 
versus the harm-driven process)? 

A: 	 Congress has given us mandates on how to regulate various parts of human health and the 
environment, through balanacing risk and benefits to society, using the best available 
technology or looking only at risk. So, by law, different parts of the Agency handle risk 
differently. 

Q: Does EPA look at whether genes are affected by certain chemicals? 
A: 	 We use models to look at the whole effects, but I do not know much about that. 

Proteomics and genomics are new areas for the Agency. We do not know how to use them 
yet in RA, but it is an evolving field. Everything that the Agency is doing in RA is 
constantly evolving. 

Q: Are reference dose and reference concentration synonymous? 
A: 	 The reference dose is what you ingest. Reference concentration is in the air or the water, 

but they are similar concepts. 

Q: 	 Some Native American people have different levels of exposure. Does the Agency 
differentiate? 

A: 	 EPA can look at exposures to different groups and estimate those. I am not sure how 
much EPA is able to look at individual communities (e.g., those living in urban 
environments with multiple exposures). With respect to ingestion, what is typically done 
is to use national consumption levels. To get to the tribal level, we would really need to 
get the individual data for that tribe’s consumption. We do understand that people are 
exposed differently. 

Q: 	 What is the Agency doing about flame retardants? We get levels of them on our 
vegetation. 

A: 	 We are aware of high exposures, but we do not know where they are coming from or 
understand the toxicity yet. In some cases, we are trying to decrease the use of chemicals. 

Q: Can you explain the cancer risk of 1-in-1-million in excess of background? 
A: 	 We estimate that your chance of getting cancer is 1-in-4. We then add the risk of a 

specific chemical onto that. 

Q: 	 Does the background level for cancer reflect historic levels (e.g., 100-200 years ago)? If 
not, how do we know that cancer rates were not much lower than 1-in-4? 

A: 	 That does not take into account the improvement in diagnostics. This information is pretty 
concrete. 
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-Q: But, we could be on a slippery slope because of changing numbers. If the background risk 
of cancer changes to 1-in-3 or 1-in-2, then we are not doing something right. Has RA 
brought this background number down? 

A: 	 That's a difficult question to answer since there have been improvements in diagnosis and 
reporting of illness over time. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) are 
concerned with that, and I think they would be the best source of information. 

Comment: 	 I work for Region 9 as a toxicologist. In California, 736 cancer deaths per million 
people occur from air pollution alone. This does not include emphysema or asthma, but 
only reflects cancer. So the numbers are out there with respect to cancer trends. 
(Cancer rates are available from the American Cancer Society website at: 
http://www.cancer.org/downloads/STT/CAFF2005PWSecured4.pdf.) 

Q:	 If you have extreme pollution in other areas (e.g., mountains or snowfall), do you take that 
into account? 

A: That kind of information is important for understanding local effects. 

Q: Is there qualitative description of uncertainty? 
A: 	 Yes, EPA tries to quantify uncertainty by using probability distributions, for example, but that's 

not always possible. So, sometimes we have to make qualitative statements that guide the risk 
managers. For example, it's important to note when a hazard assessment or exposure 
assessment is based on only a few studies where the research methods may have been 
questionable or small sample size. 

Q: What type of salmon are you using in your examples? 
A: They are only hypothetical. 
Comment: 	 Because the salmon in the lower 48 are different than Alaskan salmon and wild salmon 

differ from farmed. For example, EPA changed the levels of protection for trout and 
now we have a very slim margin before the fishery is destroyed. It frustrates me to hear 
about these ideas at this level when they have serious impacts on our homes. This is 
very frustrating. 

Comment: EPA also uses incorrect assumptions (e.g., 3 meals per week instead of 17, which is 
more accurate). 

Comment: We are often talking about RA after the fact (e.g., after the spill or release). How do we 
factor all of these things together when the damage has already been done? 

A: I cannot speak to these specific situations. Hopefully we can work on this during the week 
to get closer to the ideal. 

Q: How realistic is it that what we have to say will change the process that affects our lives? 
A: 	 We would not be having this workshop if we did not think it would help. I would not be the one 

to make the change. That’s not my job. But, people at EPA want to make improvements. 
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-Q: Is there a RA done prior to new programs or introduction of new products? 
A: 	 RA can be done looking backwards or looking prospectively. EPA's Office of Pesticides 

requires a risk assessment for all new pesticides before they can go to market. 

Ecological Case Study: 

Q: 	 Is it appropriate to look at concentrations of various chemicals in organisms during 
ecological risk assessments? We are concerned about the viability of species, but also of 
the other animals and humans that eat them. 

A:	 EPA looks at fish contaminated with a variety of things. Longer-lived fish can present a 
bigger problem for humans. We are concerned about where those contaminants come 
from (e.g., flame retardants). EPA is not able to combine those two aspects. 

Q:  Is EPA ignoring the ecological risks if it just issues an advisory and does not eliminate the 
source of the contamination (e.g., fish contaminated with mercury and covered by an 
advisory are still consumed by animals)? 

A:	 When EPA evaluates surface water, we look at the threat to drinking water, fisheries 
contamination, and ecological targets. 

Q: Does EPA study fish or relationships between stressors and endpoints? 

A: In some cases, EPA uses existing data and in others EPA conducts its own studies. 


Q: Is a conceptual model like looking at a pathway? 

A: 	 It enables you to see how the pieces fit together (e.g., nutrients affect algae, algae affects 

eelgrass beds and uses up dissolved oxygen (DO) that affects fish). 
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Appendix 6 

Summary of Comment Cards Collected from 
Participants During the Workshop 
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General Suggestions for Workshop: -
• Clarify/change the terminology of objectives of this meeting to: ideas from concerned tribal 

“persons” about risk assessment processes/procedures with regard to tribes/Indian Country, not 
“recommendations from this meeting. Also, define process—taking into account tribe and EPA 
processes. Be specific. 

•	 TSC send these recommendations/ideas to tribes (all 570) for comment before it could be 
submitted to EPA. Also, risk assessment is related to hazardous assessment, so we recommend 
that TSC looks at recommendations/ideas to change the Hazard Ranking System (HRS) as well. 

•	 It sounds life EPA is trying, even if unconsciously, to push tribes into “old” molds of one model, 
specific defaults...this workshop is to come up with creative, new approaches. Refrain from 
stepping back into the “old” way of doing things. 

•	 It seems to me that the discussion keeps coming back to exposure factors. Is it possible to make 
recommendations about how to alter the planning phase without considering the exposure 
factors? (For instance, what are we going to sample? What will be the spatial extent of 
sampling–at a Superfund site for instance?) What I’m trying to get at is: is it feasible and helpful 
to solicit recommendations for each component of the risk assessment process separately? Or 
should you ask: How should the risk assessment process be transformed and what are the 
implications for each component? (Personally, I think the exposure assessment should be the 
major focus of the discussion.) 

Comments Regarding Risk Communication: 
•	 EPA’s risk assessment doesn’t allow for basic level explanation of scientific components, There 

are the equations for risk with the outcome of chances. But how do we explain to grandma that 
the grass she grazes her livestock on may affect her because of her ingestion of beef? More 
communication of scientific components is needed. The Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry (ATSDR) also needs to be at the table. 

•	 What information is available for the specific contamination or hazard? How much information is 
available to the public? How can the information be generalized for the public to understand the 
issues? 
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Comments Regarding Risk Assessment: 
General Comments: 
•	 In regard to a graphic on the use of risk 

assessment in relation to risk 
management used by Pat Cirone during 
the workshop (see graphic), one 
participant wrote of the “scientific circle,” 
represented by the circle on risk 
assessment to the right that the “problem 
is that there us no mention of traditional 
knowledge of plants, animals, or 
ecosystem nor does it mention traditional 

-


lifeways in the ‘scientific circle’.” The participant suggested that “Maybe put traditional 
knowledge and traditional lifeways as a component in the scientific circle. Also, give the 
component equal weighting.” 

• What does the group think of developing a risk assessment framework that provides an 
integrated, adequate, and holistic consideration of humans and the natural world that addresses 
cultural, social, subsistence, economic, and spiritual practices. 

•	 Push for policy that requires EPA (federal agencies) to conduct each risk assessment with 
individual tribes on a case-by-case basis. Then EPA would form agreements to conduct each 
risk assessment with individual tribes on a case-by-case basis. 

•	 Is there only one single type of assessment model? Is there some type of a simplified model for 
tribes or is it all according to government regulations? 

•	 Risk assessment today (i.e., the current risk assessment paradigm) should become cleanup 
assessment with specifics to Indian Country and Indian Program. 

•	 How are we going to protect our traditional knowledge (e.g., there are certain herbs, plants, and 
sites that are sacred and tribes/healers need protection but may not reveal that knowledge. Is 
there a way for protection (an umbrella) without revelation? [Tribes do not want to be in the 
public record because of the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)] We need to find that 
umbrella. 

•	 Why can’t EPA, no matter what program, go to every tribe? Do they do that now? No, yes, 
maybe, but they should! To make change, there are sacrifices, some more for others. When will 
EPA make sacrifices for change? 

• What about chemicals not under U.S. EPA’s regulations (i.e., pharmaceuticals and cosmetics)? 
•	 There is the risk assessment-driven process and health-driven process. Why not add a 

tribal/cultural-driven process? 
•	 How can tribes have the ability (on their own or in conjunction with EPA) to determine their own 

health and safety standards and authorization of use on or affecting tribal lands and traditional 
areas (including for example consideration of cumulative effects)? 

•	 Does the group have any suggestions for how tribes can be better involved in any (risk 
assessment) decision making that affects their people, land, and rights? 
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Planning and Problem Formulation: -
• Tribes do not have staffing in many instances to characterize and assess a contamination. Will 

U.S. EPA have other federal agencies assist? Many federal agencies require statistics that may 
not even be available. How will federal agencies assist a tribe? 

• Ask elders at the outset: (1) What do they suspect might be going on in the situation? (2) What 
are their foremost concerns about the situation? (3) How would they like to be informed and/or 
involved as the project proceeds? These efforts are needed to build trust and alliance. 

•	 How can tribal interests be incorporated into planning and problem formulation (e.g., “pristine” 
environment as baseline or goal in contrast to current conditions as baseline). 

Analysis Phase: 
•	 It appears that a reasonable approach (for hazardous waste site cleanup) would be to 

survey/interview tribe members about how much they eat or how often they hunt on site. This is 
not a national-level resolution. 

•	 Tribal populations need environmental risk, hazards ,exposures, pathways of cause and effect 
whether it be tools, guidance, etc. Example: plants are vascular and draw up contaminants in 
their root systems. Some plants are sensitive to certain contaminants while others thrive. 
Whether the contaminants be radiation, a chemical, or biological component. Pathways need to 
be defined. 

•	 When conducting risk assessments when water quality is an issue, in addition to looking at water 
quality standards (in they are met/exceeded), biological assessments (looking at fish, benthic and 
macro invertebrates, etc.) should also be conducted. Also, a comparison of reference (or non-
impacted) sites to impacted sites or comparison of upstream sites to downstream (impacted) 
sites is needed. Also, endocrine disruptors should be examined. 

•	 A new pollution prevention tool with specifics to Indian Country and the Indian Program is 
needed. 

•	 Define “most vulnerable,” one person’s definition can mean something different than another. 
There can be no gray area in this process. Specifics are necessary. 

•	 Question on pesticides (national) decision making: what are standards for decision (e.g., LC50 
or LD50 studies on species may or may not be applicable to tribal lands/traditional areas an 
cultural values)? 

Risk Characterization: 
•	 How can the effects of specific pollutants be attributed to specific tribal traditional knowledge or 

observations (i.e., what effects could a tribal elder attribute to mercury pollution)? 

Other Comments: 
• Cultural Aspects: 

1. The Earth is a living component. 
2. Water is as precious as our own blood. 
3. Air fills our lungs for life. 
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-4. Food (animals and plants) sustains our basic needs. 
5.	 The water, soil, air come in a circle, connecting because all recycles (good and bad 

chemicals, bacteria, molds, plants, etc.) 
6. Changes to the environment are either accepted or unaccepted. 
7. What will change our balance of life? 
8.	 Keeping harmony for oneself is important and extending to our family then to the 

community we live in. 
• Coal Combustion Waste: 

1. Currently exempt from Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). 
2. Waste is a by-product of different types of coal (bituminous level). 
3. Waste is not well defined to what releases are...mercury, selenium, etc. 
4. Toxic levels are not known. 
5.	 How can risk assessment to tribes be known...health evaluations for upper respiratory 

evaluations? 
• Contaminated Sites on Tribal Lands: 

1.	 If a site was not managed during operation, any contaminated industrial hardware could 
have left a site. 

2. Hazardous signs at a site were not able to express a danger. 
3.	 The contaminated materials has unknown exposure risk to the individual who took the 

contaminated material. 
4.	 Risk assessment to the individual and their family most likely will not be known because 

local clinics and hospitals do not look for specific health effects in relation to a previous 
site containing hazardous or toxic substances. 
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Appendix 7


Risk Assessment Diagrams
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U.S. EPA Science Policy Council Description
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U.S. EPA Science Policy Council 

Mission and Purpose: 
In 1993, Administrator Carol Browner formed the Science Policy Council (SPC). The SPC replaced 
the Risk Assessment Council that was charged to oversee virtually all aspects of the Agency’s risk 
assessment process. The goal of the SPC is to integrate policies which guide Agency decision-makers 
in their use of scientific and technical information. The SPC works to implement and ensure the success 
of selected initiatives recommended by external advisory bodies such as the National Research Council 
and the Science Advisory Board, as well as others such as the Congress, industry and environmental 
groups, and Agency staff. In this way, the SPC provides guidance for selected EPA scientific policies 
and decisions. 

Structure: 
The Science Policy Council is chaired by the EPA Science Advisor and comprised of senior managers 
from EPA Programs, Regions and Laboratories. The SPC is supported by a Steering Committee of 
Agency managers and scientific staff, ad hoc working groups formed to study specific topics, and the 
Risk Assessment Forum. A small staff positioned in the Office of Science Advisor supports the SPC and 
its Steering Committee. 

The EPA Science Advisor, established by the former Administrator Christie Whitman in May 2002, is 
responsible for ensuring the availability and use of the best science to support Agency policies and 
decisions. In addition, the Science Advisor advises the EPA Administrator on science and technology 
issues and their relationship to Agency policies, procedures, and decisions. The EPA Science Advisor 
chairs the Agency's Science Policy Council. 

Current Activities: 
To date, the SPC has undertaken several important initiatives at EPA, and their work is well 
documented at the SPC web site (http://epa.gov/osa/spc/htm/2about.htm. However, some of their 
major initiatives include: 

• Supporting and expanding EPA’s Peer Review process; 
•	 Issuing guidance and policies on risk characterization, probabilistic analysis in risk 

assessment, and evaluating risks to children; 
•	 Developing the Agency’s framework for Cumulative Risk Assessment and the Agency’s 

interim position on endocrine disrupting chemicals; and 
• Providing guidance on economic valuation of ecological risks. 
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U.S. EPA Indian Program Policy Council Description
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U.S. EPA Indian Program Policy Council Description 

Mission and Purpose: 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Indian Program Policy Council (IPPC) was 
formed in 2003. The mission of the Indian Program Policy Council (IPPC) is to advise and support the 
Agency on major policy, science, and implementation issues affecting EPA programs and activities in 
order to enhance protection of the environment and human health in Indian Country. The goal of the 
IPPC is to ensure early and effective involvement of EPA senior management, including: 

• Creating a common understanding of tribal activities and issues among Programs and Regions; 
• Serving as a forum for discussing Agency-wide issues affecting Indian Country; 
•	 Strengthening intra-agency coordination and promote cohesive, consistent programmatic 

support regarding tribal activities; 
• Promoting multi-media, multi-office solutions to environmental problems in Indian Country; 
•	 Discussing inter-agency issues of concern and promoting inter-agency coordination and solutions 

to environmental problems in Indian Country; 
• Addressing specific issues identified by IPPC members; and 
•	 Providing for Agency-wide consideration of environmental problems in Indian Country, 

development of an integrated approach to address these problems, and oversight of the 
implementation of a long-term, integrated Indian program plan. 

Structure: 
The IPPC is comprised of two components, the Council itself and a Steering Committee. The Council 
consists of senior EPA management representatives to the Tribal Operations Committee (TOC) 
(excluding the Administrator and Deputy Administrator), or their Senior Executive Service-level 
designees. The Council is co-chaired by the TOC representatives from the Office of Water, and the 
Deputy Regional Administrator of the Lead Region for the Indian Program. The IPPC Steering 
Committee consists of one representative of each member of the Council and is chaired by the Director 
of the American Indian Environmental Office. Steering Committee representatives are selected by 
Council members to represent and speak on behalf of the Council members’ Program Office. 

Current Activities: 
The IPPC has identified several key issue on which to initially focus, including: (1) EPA’s Agency/tribal 
strategic plan, which reassesses its Indian Program; (2) tribal consultation; (3) training; (4) working with 
tribal colleges; (5) direct implementation of tribal cooperative agreements; (6) the tribal portal; and (7) 
Tribal Traditional Lifeways. 

Regarding Tribal Traditional Lifeways, the IPPC is working to establish a collective, multi-media Agency 
approach and determine what additional efforts are needed that will allow the Agency to consider Tribal 
Traditional Lifeways when conducting scientific analyses, including risks; developing and implementing 
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-environmental programs and regulations; and making decisions that protect human health and the 
environment in Indian Country. The IPPC has designated the National EPA-Tribal Science Council 
(TSC) as the lead group for Tribal Traditional Lifeways. 
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